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ABSTRACT 
 
The current study investigated the role of organizational influencers on motivating foodservice 
employees to follow safe food handling practices. Data were collected from 311 employees (60% 
response rate) in either commercial or non-commercial foodservice organizations with no 
supervisory responsibilities. This research identified employee’s level of agreement with eight 
organizational influencers that motivate them to follow safe food handling practices and 
determined if employees of different demographics reported different levels of agreement. 
Results showed facilities (providing needed resources) and value (placing value on food safety) 
were the most important organizational influencers motivating employees in both commercial 
and non-commercial foodservice operations. Age, work status, and years of foodservice 
experience significantly impacted which organizational influencers motivated commercial 
employees. However, all eight organizational influencers motivated non-commercial employees 
irrespective of demographic differences. Future research could test a comprehensive measure of 
organizational influencers to investigate the role of organization on employee safe food handling 
practices. 
 
Keywords: Organization, motivation, safe food handling practices, foodservice, commercial and 
non-commercial. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Foodservice employees have critical roles and responsibilities in preventing foodborne 
illness outbreaks (Howell, Roberts, Shanklin, Pilling, Brannon, & Barrett, 2008).  A number of 
studies have implicated human error as a major contributing factor in foodborne illnesses 
(Clayton & Griffith, 2008). Research has demonstrated that malpractices of food handling are a 
significant risk factor contributing to the transmission of foodborne pathogens; poor personal 
hygiene, time and temperature abuse, and cross contamination were identified as the most 
common underlying causes of foodborne illnesses in retail foodservice (United States Food and 
Drug Administration, 2006). As such, employees are one of the key elements in the success of 
food safety outcomes. Education and training have been the regular means of preventing and 
reducing foodborne outbreaks in foodservice (Mitchell, Fraser, & Bearon, 2007). Yet, Davidson 
(2003) claimed “…many hotel and hospitality companies pay scant regard in trying to 
understand their employees’ motivation” (p. 206). It is known that employees’ work environment 
is considered to be one of the primary determinants of employee motivation as it related to 
productivity (Sledge, 2008). Research has shown that employee motivation is the result of an 
individual’s background and the organizational environment in which the employee works 
(Amabile, 1993; Griffith & Neal, 2000). Studies have also found links between employee 
motivation and how employees regard their organization (Sledge, 2008). 
  
Recently, researchers have advocated the important role the organization plays in 
influencing employees’ safe food handling practices. It has been suggested that undesirable food 
handling practices are often deeply rooted in the work environment and are not easily changed, 
even by the most imaginative training programs (Sheppard, Kipps, & Thompson, 1990). Mitchell 
et al. (2007) claimed that food safety interventions in the foodservice environment are more 
likely to be effective if the organizational context is taken into consideration. Exploring workers’ 
safety perceptions on their work environments in greater depth may be beneficial in encouraging 
food safety behaviors (Clayton & Griffith, 2008). Yiannas (2008) argued that the importance of 
organizational factors in improving workers’ safety behaviors has been proven in occupational 
and health fields, thus the foodservice industry could follow similar steps to ensure safety of 
food.  
 
Studies in the area of industrial manufacturing have revealed that organizational and 
cultural factors are the underlying causes of accidents (Brown, Willis, & Prussia, 2000; Cox & 
Cheyne, 2000). Employees’ perceptions on various organizational factors have been associated 
with accident rates. Other studies, conducted in health care organizations, showed that one of the 
significant predictors of adherence to handwashing precautions among healthcare workers was 
active involvement and commitment by the administration (Larson, Early, Cloonan, Surgue, & 
Parides, 2000). These studies have indicated a link between employees’ perceptions of work 
environments and individual behaviors within the work environments. Previous research has 
identified varies organizational aspects that affect employee behavior. Flin (2007) and 
Guldenmund (2000) suggested four themes that appear relatively persistent: 1) 
management/supervision (related to perceived commitment to safety), 2) system (procedures, 
practices, and equipment), 3) risk (attitudes to risk taking), and 4) work pressure (work pace). In 
addition, research has also found that the influences of organizations vary not only across 
different organizations, but also between different units, groups or department levels (Zohar, 
2003). Although awareness is increasing over the role the organization plays on employee’s safe 
food handling practices, empirical work examining the influence of the organization in the 
foodservice sector is lacking. Thus, the current study investigated the role of organizational 
influencers on motivating employees to follow safe food handling practices in foodservice. 
 
RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
 
The purpose of this study was to describe the perceived role of organizational influencers in 
motivating employees to follow safe food handling practices in the foodservice industry. 
Specifically, the study aimed to achieve the following objectives: 
1) examine commercial and non-commercial foodservice employees’ self-reported level of 
agreement with how their organizations motivated them to follow safe food handling 
practices; 
2) determine if differences existed between self-reported agreement levels and employees’ 
demographic characteristics (i.e. gender, age, employment status, years of foodservice 
experience, completion of food handler course, and possession of food safety 
certification). 
 
METHOD 
  
This study employed a questionnaire measuring influencers to follow safe food handling 
practices developed from the study conducted by Ellis, Arendt, Strohbehn, Meyer, and Paez 
(2010). The questionnaire consisted of eight items measuring workplace influencers. 
Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with each of the influencers using a 5-
point Likert-type scale (ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The items 
included in the questionnaire and term used were: 1) organization provided the needed things to 
practice food safety,  (facilities); 2) organization had policies and procedures on food safety, 
(policy and procedure); 3) organization trained me about safe food handling,  (trained employee); 
4) organization trained my supervisor about food safety, (trained supervisor); 5) organization 
explained what was expected of me with regards to food safety, (communication); 6) 
organization valued food safety, (value); 7) organization made food safety fun, (fun); and 8) 
organization continued doing what they are doing, (common practices). 
 
The sample for this study consisted of employees without supervisory responsibilities 
from either commercial or non-commercial foodservice organizations.  The sample was selected 
using convenience sampling and questionnaires were distributed at foodservice operations in the 
Midwest and trade show at state and national meetings. Foodservice operations were contacted 
prior to questionnaire distribution, and researchers explained the project and research procedures 
to managers to help improve participation rates. Participants at trade shows were approached and 
asked to complete a short survey; a small thank you gift was given upon completion.  
 
Researchers sorted the completed questionnaire into useable and unusable ones according 
to respondent’s current job position. Data from respondents with supervisory positions were 
excluded from analysis. Descriptive statistical analysis was conducted on each variable of the 
study. Data were also analyzed using independent sample t-tests and one-way ANOVA to see the 
difference in respondents’ mean agreement scores on eight organizational influencers based on 
demographic characteristics.   
 
RESULT 
 
A total of 406 foodservice employees completed the questionnaires yielding a 60% 
response rate. However, the final usable dataset included employees with non-supervisory 
responsibilities (n=311).  Table 1 provides the demographic characteristics of respondents from 
commercial and non-commercial foodservice operations. Respondents from commercial 
foodservice operations, typically restaurants, consisted of 61% female employees. More than half 
(75%) were less than 30 years old and slightly more than half were full-time workers. About half 
of the respondents (55%) had less than 3 years of foodservice experience. The majority of the 
respondents had completed a food safety course (66%), but only half of them had food safety 
certification. 
  
About two-thirds of the respondents from non-commercial foodservices were female 
(77%) and half of them were older than 30 years. More than half (61%) of them indicated they 
were part-time workers and the majority identified their work location as the K-12 school setting. 
Only one-third had less than 3 years foodservice experience. About two-thirds of the respondents 
had completed a food safety course and about one-third (36%) did not have food safety 
certification. 
  
Table 1 
Demographic Characteristics of Respondents 
Characteristics 
n (percentage) 
Commercial 
Foodservice 
Non-commercial  
Foodservice 
Gender 
Female 
Male 
 
89 (61%) 
57 (39%) 
 
120 (77%) 
35 (23%) 
Age 
18-20 years old 
21-29 years old 
30-49 years old 
Over 50 years old 
 
52 (36%) 
57 (39%) 
28 (19%) 
9 (6%) 
 
38 (25%) 
23 (15%) 
46 (29%) 
49 (31%) 
Work Status 
Part-time 
Full-time 
 
60 (41%) 
86 (59%) 
 
94 (61%) 
61 (39%) 
Years of foodservice experience 
Less than 3 years 
4-12 years 
Over 13 years 
 
81(55%) 
55 (38%) 
14 (7%) 
 
52 (34%) 
54 (35%) 
45 (31%) 
Completion of food safety course 
Yes  
No 
 
96 (66%) 
50 (34%) 
 
111 (73%) 
40 (27%) 
Food safety certification 
Yes  
No 
 
74 (51%) 
72 (49%) 
 
93 (64%) 
56 (36%) 
 
Figure 1 illustrates the mean agreement scores about organizational influencers that 
motivate employees to follow safe food handling practices in commercial and non-commercial 
foodservice operations. In general, the mean agreement scores were higher among the 
commercial employees than the non-commercial. The exception was for the organizational 
influencer of common practices; the commercial employees had a lower mean agreement score 
than the non-commercial. Essentially, employees responded that whatever the organization was 
currently doing was motivating for them. The mean agreement scores were nearly identical in 
both types of operations for influencers pertaining to policy and procedure (i.e. organization had 
policies and procedures) and fun (i.e. making food safety fun).  
Both types of foodservice employees indicated the highest agreement (M = 4.25 for 
noncommercial and M = 4.55 for commercial) that facilities (i.e. provision of needed resources 
and tools) was an influencer in motivating them to follow safe food handling practices. In 
commercial foodservice, organizational influencers related to value (i.e. placing value on food 
safety) and communication (i.e. communicating expectations with regards to food safety) were 
among other influencers with higher agreement scores. Similarly, value was an important 
motivating influencer for non-commercial foodservice employees in addition to the policies and 
procedures influencer. The lowest agreement scores for commercial foodservice (M = 3.95, SD = 
1.06) was related to common practices. In other words, employees agreed, but not strongly, that 
their organization should not make changes in regards to safe food handling practices. Whereas 
in non-commercial foodservice, the lowest agreement scores (M = 4.03, SD = 1.13) was for the 
influencer, fun.  
 Mean Agreement Scores for Organizational Influencer that Motivate Employee to Follow 
Note: 5-point scale used with 1 = Strongly disagree and 5 = Strongly agree.
needed things to practice food safety, Policy and procedure
safety, Trained employee- Organization trained me about safe food handling, Trained
supervisor about food safety, Communication 
food safety, Value- Organization valued food
Organization continued doing what they are doing.
Table 2 provides the mean agreement 
safe food handling practices in commercial foodservice based on employee
characteristics. Analysis of mean comparisons showed that the 
organizational influencers is different among employee
of foodservice experience. The level of agreement toward value and common practice 
significantly higher among employee
than 50 years old (F = 2.796, p = 0.042). 
category, thus caution should be taken in interpreting the results. 
work status had higher agreement scores toward fun than the part
organization made food safety fun they 
handling practices (F = 2.219, p 
(F = 3.944, p = 0.021), policy and procedure (
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Table 2 
Organizational Influencers Mean Agreement Scores in Commercial Foodservice Operation 
Note: 5-point scale used with 1 = Strongly disagree and 5 = Strongly agree. Facilities- Organization provided the needed things to practice food safety,  Policy 
and procedure- Organization had policies and procedures on food safety, Trained employee- Organization trained me about safe food handling, Trained- 
Organization  trained  my supervisor about food safety, Communication - Organization explained what was expected of  me with regards to food safety, Value- 
Organization valued food  safety, Fun- Organization  made food safety fun, Common practices- Organization continued doing what they are doing. Means in the 
same column that do not share superscripts differ at p <.05 in the Tukey honestly significant difference comparison. 
 
 
Characteristics 
 
Organizational influencers mean agreement scores 
n Facilities 
Policy and 
procedure 
Trained 
employee 
Trained 
supervisor Communication Value Fun 
Common 
practices 
Gender 
Female 
Male 
 
89 
57 
 
4.48 
4.32 
 
4.30 
4.23 
 
4.31 
4.25 
 
4.30 
4.19 
 
4.44 
4.30 
 
4.49 
4.32 
 
4.18 
4.05 
 
4.10 
3.72 
Age 
18-20 years old 
21-29 years old 
30-49 years old 
Over 50 years old 
 
52 
57 
28 
9 
 
4.35 
4.33 
4.57 
4.89 
 
4.15 
4.19 
4.54 
4.67 
 
4.13 
4.28 
4.46 
4.67 
 
4.25 
4.19 
4.39 
4.33 
 
4.27 
4.32 
4.61 
4.78 
 
4.46a 
4.23ab 
4.64ab 
4.78c 
 
4.29 
3.98 
4.21 
3.89 
 
4.02a 
3.61ab 
4.23ab 
4.43c 
Work Status 
Part-time 
Full-time 
 
60 
86 
 
4.37 
4.45 
 
4.20 
4.33 
 
4.27 
4.30 
 
4.33 
4.35 
 
4.32 
4.43 
 
4.35 
4.48 
 
3.90a 
4.29b 
 
4.08 
3.86 
Years of foodservice 
experience 
Less than 3 years 
4-12 years 
Over 13 years 
 
 
81 
55 
14 
 
 
4.46a 
4.25 a 
4.93b 
 
 
4.26 a 
4.16 a 
4.79 b 
 
 
4.33 
4.13 
4.64 
 
 
4.31 
4.09 
4.57 
 
 
4.39 
4.27 
4.79 
 
 
4.47 ab 
4.29 a 
4.86 b 
 
 
4.24 
3.84 
4.29 
 
 
3.95 
3.80 
4.43 
Completion of food 
safety course 
Yes  
No 
 
 
96 
50 
 
 
4.46 
4.34 
 
 
4.31 
4.20 
 
 
4.28 
4.30 
 
 
4.31 
4.16 
 
 
4.43 
4.30 
 
 
4.47 
4.34 
 
 
4.10 
4.18 
 
 
3.93 
4.00 
Food safety 
certification 
Yes  
No 
 
 
74 
72 
 
 
4.46 
4.38 
 
 
4.39 
4.15 
 
 
4.34 
4.24 
 
 
4.34 
4.18 
 
 
4.39 
4.38 
 
 
4.42 
4.43 
 
 
4.15 
4.11 
 
 
3.89 
4.01 
  
Table 3 
Organizational Influencers Mean Agreements Scores in Non-commercial Foodservice Operation 
Characteristics 
 
Organizational influencers mean agreement scores 
n Facilities 
Policy and 
procedure 
Trained 
employee 
Trained 
supervisor Communication Value Fun 
Common 
practices 
Gender 
Female 
Male 
 
120 
35 
 
4.20 
4.42 
 
4.19 
4.39 
 
4.13 
4.36 
 
4.01 
4.45 
 
4.16 
4.33 
 
4.24 
4.18 
 
4.00 
4.09 
 
4.05 
4.27 
Age 
18-20 years old 
21-29 years old 
30-49 years old 
Over 50 years old 
 
38 
23 
46 
49 
 
4.43 
4.43 
4.05 
4.22 
  
4.40 
4.39 
4.02 
4.24 
 
4.23 
4.00 
4.11 
4.31 
  
4.23 
4.26 
3.98 
4.07 
 
4.26 
4.22 
4.16 
4.18 
 
4.23 
4.13 
4.11 
4.39 
 
3.94 
4.26 
3.93 
4.04 
 
4.17 
4.09 
3.98 
4.18 
Work Status 
Part-time 
Full-time 
 
94 
61 
 
4.22 
4.29 
 
4.19 
4.31 
 
4.15 
4.24 
 
4.09 
4.14 
 
4.16 
4.26 
 
4.21 
4.24 
 
4.07 
3.95 
 
4.04 
4.19 
Years of Foodservice 
Experience 
Less than 3 years 
4-12 years 
Over 13 years 
 
 
52 
54 
45 
 
 
4.43 
4.12 
4.20 
 
 
4.39 
4.13 
4.18 
 
 
4.29 
4.02 
4.25 
 
 
4.27 
4.12 
3.91 
 
 
4.33 
4.04 
4.23 
 
 
4.33 
4.06 
4.30 
 
 
4.16 
3.85 
4.07 
 
 
4.31 
4.00 
3.98 
Completion of food 
safety course 
Yes  
No 
 
 
111 
40 
 
 
4.23 
4.31 
 
 
4.23 
4.26 
 
 
4.20 
4.13 
 
 
4.12 
4.08 
 
 
4.20 
4.18 
 
 
4.22 
4.18 
 
 
4.03 
4.00 
 
 
4.06 
4.21 
Food safety 
certification 
Yes  
No 
 
 
93 
56 
 
 
4.18 
4.39 
 
 
4.14 
4.39 
 
 
4.17 
4.21 
 
 
4.06 
4.21 
 
 
4.14 
4.29 
 
 
4.20 
4.27 
 
 
3.98 
4.09 
 
 
4.07 
4.16 
Note: 5-point scale used with 1 = Strongly disagree and 5 = Strongly agree. Facilities- Organization provided the needed things to practice food safety, Policy 
and procedure- Organization had policies and procedures on food safety, Trained employee- Organization trained me about safe food handling, Trained 
supervisor- Organization trained my supervisor about food safety, Communication - Organization explained what was expected of me with regards to food 
safety, Value- Organization valued food safety, Fun- Organization made food safety fun, Common practices- Organization continued doing what they are doing. 
  
An analysis of highest mean agreement scores based on employee characteristics showed 
that facilities and value received the highest mean agreement scores in the commercial sector. 
Commercial foodservice employees who rated value with the highest mean agreement score 
were female, within age range 18 to 20 years and 30 to 49 years old, had a full-time work status, 
had less than 13 years of foodservice experience, had completed a food safety course, and had no 
food safety certification. Facilities was rated with the highest mean agreement score among 
employee who were male, within age range 20 to 29 years and over 50 years, had part-time work 
status, had over 13 years of foodservice experience, and had food safety certification. 
 
The mean agreement scores for non-commercial foodservice employees based on their 
demographic characteristics are presented in Table 3. In this type of foodservice operation, 
analysis of mean comparisons showed that the level of agreement toward all organizational 
influencers is consistent among employees with different demographic characteristics. For 
example, the influence of facilities on employees’ motivation to follow safe food handling is 
similar between male and female employees. No significant differences were found between 
agreement scores for each of the eight organizational influencers based on employee 
demographic characteristics. In general, most employees in non-commercial foodservice 
operations agreed and strongly agreed that organizational influencers motivate them to follow 
safe food handling practices. 
 
The highest mean agreement scores among non-commercial employee demographic 
characteristics were rated on various influencers.  These influencers include facilities, policy and 
procedure, trained supervisor, communication, and value. Employees who rated facilities with 
the highest mean agreement score were within the age range of 18 to 29 years old, had part-time 
work status, had less than 3 years of foodservice experience, had completed a food safety course, 
and had no food safety certification. Policy and procedure was rated with the highest mean 
agreement score among employees who had part-time work status, had over 13 years of 
foodservice experience, and had completed food safety course. Only male employees rated 
trained supervisor with the highest mean agreement scores. Similarly, only employees within the 
age range 30 to 49 years old rated communication with the highest mean agreement scores. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
This study explored the influence of the organization in motivating employees to follow 
safe food handling practices in commercial and non-commercial foodservice operations. 
Findings of this study indicated that most of the organizational influencers presented appeared to 
motivate commercial foodservice employees, given the higher agreement levels, as compared to 
non-commercial foodservice employees. This finding is consistent with previous study that 
suggested the influence of the organization is highly correlated with contextual factors (Zohar, 
2003). A number of studies related to organizational culture reported that culture can vary 
significantly within organization, unit, or department (Rentsch, 1990; Zohar, 2003) or among 
different organizations (Sheridan, 1992).  The differences in organization culture between both 
types of foodservice operation are most likely affected by workforce profile differences. 
According to National Restaurant Association (2009), employees in commercial foodservice 
operations were typically female, under the age of 30 years old, had high school or less education 
and worked part time  (24.7 hours per week on average). Specifically, about 42% of restaurant 
  
workers were under the age of 25; more than half (54%) were under the age of 30. More than 
50% of the commercial workers were female with about 35% of women in their child bearing 
years (i.e. ages between 18 and 44 years old). Only 10% of those in commercial food preparation 
and service occupations were 55 years or older. Generally, workers in the noncommercial 
foodservice establishment such as K-12 school settings, college and university dining, or 
healthcare venues are experienced and have full-time status (Bright, Kwon, Bednar, & 
Newcomer, 2009; Lin & Sneed, 2004). It is reasonable to expect that employees’ demographic 
characteristics are associated with their perceived organizational culture in motivating 
employees’ safe food handling practices. Studies have shown that work motivation is dependent, 
not only on the sector of employment, but also on demographic factors such as age, gender or 
education (Crewson, 1997; Jurkiewicz, 2000; Kacmar, Carlson, & Brymer, 1999).  
 
  Facilities appeared to be the most important organizational influencer that motivated 
employees in this study to follow safe food handling practices. This result is consistent with 
findings from research conducted by Green and Selman (2005) who found that the availability of 
equipment frequently affected the compliance to perform safe food handling practices (e.g. 
handwashing, cleaning and sanitizing, or using a thermometer) in various types of foodservice 
operations. Similarly, Howells et al. (2008) found that lack of adequate resources was a barrier to 
practicing safe food handling among restaurant employees. The value that the organization 
placed on food safety also plays an important role in motivating employees of both commercial 
and non-commercial foodservices to follow safe food handling. This is aligned with previous 
studies in occupational health which found that the management value and appreciation towards 
safety is an important element of safety culture (Clarke, 2000). The influence of policy and 
procedure on employees’ motivation to follow safe food handling is almost similar in both 
commercial and non-commercial operation possibly because firms apply similar standards such 
as Food Code in shaping organization strategies. Food Code is the national set of food safety 
standards that commercial and non-commercial operations must follow. The influence of policy 
and procedure was more prominent in the non-commercial compared to the commercial as the 
noncommercial is likely to have more structure in place which provide a vision and communicate 
to employees expectation.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
 
Result of this study also showed that the age, work status, and years of foodservice 
experience significantly impacted how organizational influencers motivated commercial 
employees. Older employees (over 50 years old) had significantly higher agreement scores 
toward the role of value and common practice in motivating them to follow safe food handling 
practices compared to younger employees. Literature suggested that a relationship exists between 
increasing age and deterioration of workplace motivation due to many policies and procedures 
which rather encourage older employees to retire (Hewitt, 2009; Kooij, Lange, Jansen, & 
Dikkers, 2008). However, Lord (2004) studied older knowledge workers and found this group of 
employees remained active in the workforce because they enjoy working, derive satisfaction 
from using their skills, gain a sense of accomplishment from the job they perform, and enjoy the 
chance to be creative. Potentially, older employees’ knowledge about food safety highly 
motivates them to comply with safe food handling practices in the current study. Conversely, 
younger employees were less motivated with value and common practices possibly because their 
knowledge and experience does not encourage them to appreciate the value that the organization 
attached to food safety. Abbot, Byrd-Bredbenner, Schaffner, Bruhn, and Blalock (2009) in their 
  
study of young adults’ food safety behaviors suggested that young adults may not have an 
adequate knowledge base or motivation to apply the knowledge to handle food safely. Moreover, 
Unklesbay, Sneed, and Toma’s (1998) study found that young adults do not follow safe food 
handling practices as a result of their beliefs that it was more the responsibility of the external 
environment (e.g. health department) to exert efforts to ensure that food is safe. 
Part-time employees had significantly lower agreement scores about the influence of fun 
in motivating their safe food handling compared to full-time employee. More likely, they want 
the workplace, in general, to be fun. In addition, Ferber and Waldfogel (1998) found that many 
part-time workers intentionally choose and preferred less involvement in their relationships with 
their organizations due to other interests or demands of their time.  
 
A previous study indicated that employees who have foodservice experience and have 
had formal food safety training tended to appreciate and were more aware of the importance of 
food safety practices (Brannon, York, Roberts, Shanklin, & Howells, 2009). In line with 
previous findings, employees in the current study who have longer foodservice experience (i.e. 
more than 13 years) and had completed a food safety course were more motivated to follow safe 
food handling by various organizational influencers compared to those with lesser experience. 
According to Brannon et al. (2009), employees’ foodservice experiences and formal food safety 
training could help them recognize various issues associated with performing food safety 
practices (e.g. advantages, disadvantages, difficulties, etc.) which subsequently influence their 
intentions to follow safe food handling.  
 
Interestingly, findings from this study indicated that each organizational influencer 
motivated the non-commercial employees consistently across different demographic 
characteristics. Possibly, this result is due to the demographic composition of the non-
commercial employees. Although there are more employees with part-time than full-time job 
status, the number of older and experienced employees is higher in this type of operation. This 
group of employees is more likely to be motivated to follow safe food handling practices. 
Moreover, the majority of the non-commercial employees had completed a food safety course 
and obtained food safety certification.  
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The broad implication of the present research findings is that various organizational 
factors may play an important role in motivating employee to follow safe handling practices. 
That is, if the organizational culture is not supportive, then intervention at the individual level 
may not be sufficient. To enhance employees’ safe food handling practices in the workplace, the 
present findings suggest that the organization would benefit from providing the needed resources 
to practice food safety and instill values attached to food safety. More importantly, an effective 
organization culture should be built on a strong foundation of a clearly defined organizational 
value attached to food safety (Yiannis, 2008). This commitment to food safety is reflected in 
policies and procedures, another organizational influencer rated highly by respondents. It is 
recommended that future research could develop a more comprehensive measurement of 
organizational influencers to further investigate the role of organization on employee safe food 
handling practices. Additionally, the extent to which employees’ actual safe food handling 
practices are affected by the organization influencers needs further investigation.    
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